
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 292 061 CS 009 064

AUTHOR ?innell, Gay Su
TITLE Success of Children at Risk in a Program That

Combines Writing and Reading. Technical Report No.
417.

INSTITUTION Bolt, Beranek and Newman, Inc., Cambridge, Mass.;
Illinois Univ., Urbana. Center for the Study of
Reading.

SPONS AGENCY Office of Educational Research and Improvement (ED),
Washington, DC.

PUB DATE Jan 88
NOTE 27p.; Portions of this paper presented at the

Conference on Reading and Writing Connections
(Urbana-Champaign, IL, October 19-21, 1986). This
paper will appear in "Reading and Writing
Connections," Jana Mason, Ed.

PUB TYPE Reports - Research/Technical (143)
Speeches /Conference Papers (150)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO2 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS Basal Reading; Grade 1; Primary Education; Reading

Ability; *Reading Difficulties; Reading Improvement;
*Reading Instruction; *Reading Programs; Reading
Research; Reading Skills; Reading Teachers; *Reading
Writing Relationship; Student Writing Models; Teacher
Role; Writing Instruction; Writing Skills

IDENTIFIERS *Early Intervention; *Reading Motivation; Writing
Contexts

ABSTRACT
A study examined the processes and results of

children's involvement in interrelated reading/writing activities.
First, descriptions of 23 children's reading and writing behavior
were drawn from a group of case studies of children who were
participating in Reading Recovery, an early intervention program that
targets first grade children at risk of failure in reading.
Examination of teachers' daily records of reading and writing and of
children's writing samples indicated that when given opportunities to
engage in related reading and writing, children did connect those
processes in a variety of ways. Second, outcome data were examined to
document results of children's participating in this integrated
program. Eight dependent variables were used to compare two groups of
children (133 in all) who participated in the program with a group of
37 that participated in another program. Comparisons indicated that
children who were deliberately engaged in an integrated program
achieved higher scores on both reading and writing measures. Children
who were daily engaged in holistic lessons that included reading and
writing and stories and messages achieved accelerated progress. (Five
data tables and nine figures are included, and 18 references are
appended.) (Author/JK)

***********************************************************************
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* from the original document. *

***********************************************************************



CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF READING
A READING RESEARCH AND EDUCATION CENTER REPORT

Technical Report No. 417

SUCCESS OF CHILDREN AT RISK
IN A PROGRAM THAT COMBINES

WRITING AND READING

Gay Su Pinnell
Ohio State University

January 1988

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
51 Gerty Drive

Champaign, Illinois 61820

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MAYERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

:4/ Pt -74I" n

/1.441.6,

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Once N Educational Research and Improvement

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

O This document has been reproduced as
received frOm Ire pe.son or organization
originating it.

0 Minor Changes nave been made to improve
reproduction quality

Points of view or opinions stated in this dccir
ment do not necessarily represent official
OERI positron or policy

Portions of this paper were presented at the Conference on Reading and Writing
Connections sponsored by the Center for the Study of Writing at Berkeley and theCenter for the Study of Reading at the University of Illinois held in Urbana-
Champaign, October 19-21, 1986. The Conference was funded by the United StatesDepartment of Education through Grant No. OERI-G-86-0004 awarded to the
University of California. This paper will also appear in J. Mason (Ed.), Reading
and Writing Connections. Newton, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Pinnell

Abstract

Children at Risk -1

This study examined the processes and results of children's involvement in interrelated
reading/writing activities. First, descriptions of children's reading and writing behavior were drawn
from a group (N = 23) of case studies of children who were participating in the plading Recovery, an
early intervention program that targets first grade children at risk of failure in reading. Examination
of teachers' daily records of reading and writilig and of children's writing samples indicated that when
given opportunities to engage in related reading and writing, children do connect those processes in a
variety of ways. Second, outcome data were examined to document results of children's participating
in this integrated program. Eight dependent variables were used to compare two groups of children
(n = 96; n = 37) who participated in the program with a group (n = 37) that participated in anotherprogram. Comparisons indicated that children who were deliberately engaged in an integrated
program achieved higher on both reading and writing measures. Children who were daily engaged in
holistic lessons that included reading and writing and stories and messages achieved acceleratedprogress.
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SUCCESS OF CHILDREN AT RISK IN A PROGRAM
THAT COMBINES WRITING AND READING

The efficacy of teaching reading and writing together as interrelated processes seems obvious enough
to justify designing a curriculum to integrate the two. We know that young children begin to
construct writing at the same time, or shortly before, they begin to read individual words (Clay, 1975;
Calkins, 1980; Ferriero & Teberosky, 1982). As children reconstruct written language for themselves,they truly make it their own. As Barr (1985) has expressed it, reading and writing "are best
developed through lively and sustained interaction one with the other."

Studies of spelling have also revealed possible relationships. The reading and writing processes aredifferent and those differences deserve more study, but as Read (1986) observed, "there is clearly
some relation between spelling and reading." The processes are fundamentally linked because they
both deal with text, and some researchers (Tierney & Pearson, 1983) have connected the composing
processes of writing with the reader's construction of the text while reading. Research on socialaspects, of reading (Tannen, 1982; Bloome & Green, 1984; Taylor, 1983; Cochran-Smith, 1985)recognizes that both processes are embedded in the social and linguistic contexts which the child
experiences first at home and then at school. These contexts influence children's access to literacy
resources for use in both reading and writing.

A theoretical framework for emergent literacy describes reading and writing as cyclical and
complementary processes (Clay, 1979, 1986). As children read and write, they make the connectionsthat form their basic understandings about both. Learning in one area enhances learning in theother. There is ample evidence to suggest that the processes are inseparable and that we shouldexamine- pedagogy in the-light of these interrelationships. Hence, the two activities should be
integrated in instructional settings. Teachers need to create supportive situations in which children
have opportunities to explore the whole z nge of literacy learning, and they need to design instructionwhich helps children make connections between reading and writing.

Assuming that discovering and using reading/writing connections is an important part of the process
of becoming literate, it becomes especially important for children who are at risk to have maximum
opportunities for exploring and relating the two processes. This paper focuses on the reading
progress of first grade children initially determined to be at risk of failure in reading. These childrenwere involved, during their first grade year, in a unique intervention program, Reading Recovery/
which was designed to provide opportunities for exploring literacy. This report is based on research'
that builds on the work of Clay (1972, 1979) and drawsperspectives from research in early reading
and writing behavior (notably Read, 1971, 1986; Bissex, 1980; Harste, Woodward, & Burke, 1982)and on studies of the social contexts of literacy activities (Bloome & Green, 1984). First, descriptions
of children's reading and writing behavior are drawn from a group of case studies. These studies
were undertaken to generate hypotheses concerning the ways children approached tasks and directedtheir own learning during the reading/writing activities. Then, to confirm the outcomes of the
program, quantitative data from the large study ofchildren's progress are presented.

The Reading Recovery Program

Several features of the Reading Recovery program make it a viable setting for studying
reading/writing connections in the literacy learning process. Developed in New Zealand by Marie
Clay (1979), Reading Recovery provides short-term intensive help that results in accelerated progressfor at-risk children. The program does not have a set of materials or a step-by-step prescribed
curriculum. Instead, the program depends for its effectiveness on trained teachers' ability to observe
a child's reading and writing behavior, to infer the child's intentions and underlying cognitiveprocesses, and to make instructional decisions, including adjusting his/her own behavior in responseto the children.
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The program targets the poorest readers in the class, who are taken out of their regular classroom for
one-to-one planned lessons for 30 minutes each day. The goal of the program is to help children
discover effective reading strategies which will result in an independent system for reading. These
strategies are developed while the child reads and writes stories. During each lesson a child reads
several short books which have natural and predictable language, composes, and writes a story. Everyday the child is introduced to a new, more difficult book which he or she will be expected to read
without help the following day. The intervention continues until the individual child has developedeffective strategies for independent reading and can function satisfactorily in the regular classroomwithout extra help.

The Reading Recovery framework stipulates that children must be involved in whole text reading and
writing tasks rather than isolated teaching or drill on items. Furthermore, teachers must makedifferent decisions for each child. Although teachers use a designated set of procedures, they
individually select books and specific instructional goals and practices for each child. At numerouscritical points during each lesson, teachers must consciously make decisionsbased on analyses whichare integral to the program.

To implement Reading Recovery, teachers receive a full year of special training. Teachers are trainedthrough clinical and peer-critiquing experiences guided by a skilled leader. Extensive use is made of aone-way glass. On one side, the teacher demonstrates by teaching a lesson to a student. On theother side of the glass, members of the teacher group observe and simultaneously discuss the lesson.Afterwards, the teacher talks with peers about the demonstration. The goal of this special inservicecourse is to enable teachers to learn powerful ways of working with children to help them becomereaders.

The success of Reading Recovery is measured in terms of outcomes for children. Children areexpected to make (=Aerated progress to a point where they can be released, or "discontinued"without need for further extra help. Clay's initial study and replications in New Zealand showed thatthe Reading Recovery procedures were effective in reducing reading failure. Her follow-up studyshowed that children who were discontinued from the program continued to progress at averagerates without special help.

The New Zealand studies had provided some evidence to support the program's effectiveness; butOhio represented a different educational context. The Ohio research project was undertaken for thefollowing reasons:

1. Gay's studies had not involved children who were recehlng classroom instruction in areading program which focused on direct teaching of a sequence of skills and placedgreat emphasis on phonics. New Zealand classrooms tended to feature languageexperience and a variety of natural language texts and literature as instructional
material. Classrooms in our study featured reading groups and instruction based on a
commercial reading system with heavy concentrations on skills and phonics.

2. Clay's studies did not involve teachers who were specifically trained to use a skills
approach to reading. New Zealand teachers who became Reading Recovery teachers
had been teaching in schools where language experience was generally used. Teachersin our study were skills oriented and had been directed to use the basal system for
reading instruction.

3. Previous studies of the impact of Reading Recovery had not utilized a randomly
selected comparison group.
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4. The instructional setting offered by the program provided a laboratory for systematic
study of children's behavior in reading and writing.

Descriptive Study of Reading/WritingConnections

The two kinds of data reported here provided different and equally important kinds of informationabout the instruction of young children having difficulty in reading. The descriptive information isdrawn from the following sources: (a) children's daily writing; (b) video tapes of one teacher and twochildren at eight points in time; and (c) teachers' records, including observational notes taken dailyaccording to instructions. In the analysis of this data, we asked three questions:

1. Is there evidence that children connect reading with writing processes during individual
lessons which include both activities?

2. Are teachers who receive special training in observing children's reading and writingbehavior able to capture in their daily notes those behaviors which indicate children are
making connections between the two processes?

3. What kinds of links between reading and writing do children make?

Our observations provided insight as to how children responded to the instruction. We tried toidentify specific behaviors which take place when children have the opportunity to find their ownlinks between reading and writing. The behaviors described here seemed to coincide with theaccelerated progress which is the goal of the program.

Children. All children in the Reading Recovery program were first grade students in urban schoolswith high failure rates and high proportions of children on free or reduced price lunch. Children
were distributed over 14 schools and were taught by specially trained teachers. Of the entire group ofReading Recovery children, 73% were successfully released by the end of the year. Because wewanted to study some children in more detail, we selected four teachers who were considered goodrecord keepers and generally insightful observers. From the group of children taught by those fourteachers, we identified those who made accelerated progress and then randomly selected 23 for in-depth analysis of records.

Materials. Three kinds of recorded information were examined, each of which offered checks andconfirmation for the others. The primary source of information was teachers' lesson plans for workwith individual children. Except for selecting the new text to be read that day, Reading Recoveryteachers do no preplanning for the daily lesson. Instead, teachers are expected to "follow the child'slead," respond in accordance with teacher analysis of children's behavior, and look for the "teachablemoment." The "lesson plan," then, is not a traditional plan but an open-ended observational record.

On the lesson plan form the teacher notes significant observations which over time build a detailedrecord of behavior. In their weekly seminars, which continue throughout the year, teachers aretrained in observational skills and on the selection of the types of behaviors to attend to and note inthe plans. Evidence that the child is making connections between reading and writing is one of theareas to be noted. Teachers consciously look for this evidence as a sign of progress towardindependent reading.

Children's daily writing samples were also examined. Each day, as part of the lesson, the child isinvited to compose and write a message in the writing book. The teacher supports the child whennecessary, but the written products must be the child's own composition. At least one sentence iswritten and then read each day. Although time does not permit the writing of lengthy stories, sc....echildren continue the same theme over several days. After the writing is completed, the teacherrewrites the sentence on a strip of paper and then cuts it apart. The child then reassembles the
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sentence and checks the reconstruction for accuracy by reading or checking with the original text.The entire sentence is always reread. The teacher records the child's responses in the daily lessonplan.

The third data source for this project was a series of video tapes made of one teacher working withtwo children. The tapes were made over a period of 6 weeks and provided a way to check the validityof teachers' plans.

Lessons. Reading Recovery lessons are individual half-hour sessions which include severalcomponents. First, the child rereads several books which he has read before. This process allows himto work on reading in a context that is easy and full of meaning. The stories are natural languagetexts. Each day, the teacher keeps a running record of the raw book that was introduced to the childthe day before. This record is a kind of shorthand reproduction of the exact reading behavior on thattext. While an accuracy record iv calculated, that is not the most important information from therunning record. This useful tool provides a way of analyzing behavior to determine whether the childis developing effective reading strategies. The lesson also includes writing a message. The child,helped by the teacher, constructswords he needs. The teacher encourages the child to hear soundsin words and to represent them with letters. The message is then read many times and is copied on asentence strip which is cut apart and reconstructed by the child. These "cut apart" words'are notused out of context but are always read as part of the whole message. Finally, the teacher introduces
a new book by first talking about it and then asking the child to read it. This new book will be readindependently the next day while the teacher takes a running record.

Procedures. Drawing sample lesson plaits from the selected teachers, we made a list of specificinstances of behavior which in our judgment constituted evidence that children were makingconnections between reading and writing. These instances were listed for each child sampled andcategorized. The same children's writing books were examined and related to the texts read on thesame day or previous days. Third, video tapes were viewed using the list of categories prepared fromthe first two documents. These tapes generally confirmed that the types of behaviors listed byteachers were reflected in the actual lessons viewed and confirmed teachers' record keeping. Finally,representativ examples were drawn out for reporting here.

Results. Our analysis of the information seemed to confirm that children search for ways to connectwhat they've learned in reading and writing. The children we studied appeared to use informationgained in one area to help them solve problems in the other area. These preliminary observationsrevealed at least four types of behavior that seeemed to be characteristic of these children who weresuccessful in making the transition to literac... These behaviors are identified and described below.

1. Children drew on previously read texts for specific words and phrases to use in writing. For
example, Debbie remembered the word "boo hoo" from a story, searched for it and copied it for thismessage.

[Insert Figure 1 about here.]

Teacher responses actively supported this kind of searching behavior. In another instance, Eli wastrying to write the word at. Noticing that the boy's eyes glanced toward a simple book he had read
earlier, Cat on the Mat (1982), his teacher said casually, "Do you notice anything that will help you?"Eli reached for the book and used it to help him write the word. When asked about this teachingtechnique, the teacher said that she would not have told the child to look for the book and seldom
encouraged copying because she liked children to construct words from their own analyses of thesounds. However, her observation of Debbie's searching behavior made it seem important to
communicate to the child that she was taking the initiative to solve her own problems.
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2. Through writing, children developed awareness of visual information, which could then be usedas an aid to problem-solving in reading. This strategy was evident both in children's spontaneousactions and in teacher-guided actions. Lawnda le was reading a new story which had the word "how."After looking at the word for a moment, he reached for a scrap of paper and wrote the word "cow,"which was in his fluent vocabulary. Then, he went back to his story, said the word "how" andproceeded to read the rest of the text. On another occasion, Lawndale was reading this text: "Gohome,' said the cows." He read, "Go home,' said the horse" and stopped, appearing to be puzzled.Pointing to the word "cows," the teacher said, "Could that be horse?" "No," said the child, lookingat the word and glancing swiftly at the picture, "it's cows."

3. Children used reading to check their construction of the cnt-up sentence, often correcting theirown work independently. After constructing a message, the teacher cut the written sentence intowords. Then the children put the sentence back together. They were encouraged to "check" it byreading and in the process they usually corrected words placed in the wrong order or wrongorientation. The child's own language provided a highly supportive and meaningful context thatmade it easy for the child to pay close attention to print. For example, Lawndale put together a cut-up sentence containing the word "I'll," a difficult word in the context of this task. Lawndale placedthat word upside down, but when he read the sentence, he turned it right side up without promptingfrom the teacher. Checking and self-correcting were frequently observed by teachers, with examplesoccurring in the records of every child examined. It appears that this task elicited the use of readingas a check on writing and supported links between the two processes.

4. Children used previously read texts as a resource for composing their written messages. Forexample, for several days Kerry composed sentences that were obviously drawn from the books shewas reading in the classroom. Tilt_ t reading system pre-primers focused on several characters,among them Sara, Ana, and Ken. This sentence is typical of those Kerry wrote for several weeks.

[Insert Figure 2 about here.]

Then, in Reading Recovery, Kerry read a story about The Pumpkin. Based on this "natural language"text, she wrote this sentence.

[Insert Figure 3 about here.]

The following day, Kerry read If You Meet a Dragon and with her teacher's encouragement wrote this.

[Insert Figure 4 about here.]

These examples provide evidence that this child's concept of text was strongly influenced by hisexperience in classroom reading instruction and it took many experiences with a variety of texts toexpand his awareness. Finally, he was ready to risk a departure from kno-i,n patterns and created thistext

[Insert Figure 5 about here.]

One of his final stories, written just before leaving the program, began like this:

[Insert Figure 6 about here.]

Janelle wrote this sentence on the same day that she read I Am Frightened.

[Insert Figure 7, about here.]

Henry began the program with this sample of writing.
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[Insert Figure 8 about here.]

Several weeks later he produced a series of sentences which formed a continuing text which he wrote
over several days. Each day, he read the previous days writing before composing the new sentence.The resulting text reflects repeating patterns such as those Henry encountered in the simple stories
he was reading in individual lessons. Just before the last entry, he read the story, To Town, in whicheach page reads, "... all the way to town." Henry demonstrated his use of available literacy resources
as he composed his own text The supportive context allowed him to do so.

[Insert Figure 9 about here.]

Discussion. This descriptive analysis provides evidence that when given opportunities to engage inrelated reading and writing, and supported by a sensitive and aware teacher, children do connect the
two processes. Those connections vary in nature and are highly idosyncratic, depending on theindividual child's own experience and interests. The analysis justifies further investigation ofchildren's behavior in situations where they are expected to link reading and writing within "whole
task" literacy activities. Observations of children must be more systematic than teachers' records areable to provide. More controlled data collection and analysis could increase our knowledge aboutthe way children make connections between reading and writing. For example, detailed analysis ofchildren's reading/writing connections during Reading Recovery lessons would be a fruitful area for
investigation. The following investigations might be undertaken:

1. Behaviors indicating reading/writing connections could be measured and mapped
through microanalysis of video tapes of a sample of children.

2. Since children's rate of progress in reading is very carefully monitored in Reading
Recovery, children's behavior might be analyzed in detail during acceleration periods.
A common observation shared by teachers is that when children begin to notice
connections between texts in reading and writing, they become more fluent and make
faster progress. This hypothesis could be tested through relating children's behaviors totheir rate of progress.

3. Before entering the program, Reading Recovery children are always the lowest readersin their classrooms. The types of observations suggested above might be made of
kindergarten and first grade children who are high achievers making rapid progress.

Study of Achievement

The previously described behaviors and teacher-child interactions are powerful because they provide
evidence of reading achievement that is brought about by connecting reading and writing. Thedescriptions are not simply interesting "slices of school life." The 23 children examined in the
descriptive study were part of a large group of children who were initially determined to be poor risks
and who instead made good progress.

The neat analysis documents student achievement of that larger group. Children who received
instruction in Reading Recovery, an instructional approach which deliberately linked reading and
writing, were compared with children who participated in an alternative compensatory program whichfocused on skills and isolated information. Eight dependent variables were used to compare threegroups of children: (a) children from program classrooms who received Reading Recovery
instruction; (b) children from regular classrooms who received Reading Recovery instruction; and (c)
children from regular classrooms who did not receive Reading Recovery lessons. Program
classrooms were those classes taught by a teacher who had received training in Reading Recovery,
although no Reading Recovery instruction took place in the classroom. Regular classrooms were
those taught by teachers who had not received Reading Recovery training.
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To provide perspective for viewing the achievement of the three groups, we selected a random sample
of children from regular classrooms in the same schools and calculated an "average range" for the
first grade population in project schools. This "average" assisted us in determining each group's
relationship to the expected range of achievement for Reading Recovery children.

Children. Children (N = 184) in the study were first graders in the urban schools described above.
They were identified for both compensatory programs using a combination of teacher judgment and
individual assessments. All children were within the lowest 20% achievement group of their
respective classrooms and, therefore, at risk e failure in reading. Three groups of children were
tested. The Reading Recovery Program Class group of 96 childrenwas comprised of the entire lowest
20% igoup of children in classrooms that were taught by Reading Recovery Teachers (one classroom
in each school). They received group and individual daily lessons in Reading Recovery. The Reading
Recovery Regular Class group of 51 children was the lowest 20% group of children in regular
classrooms: classrooms not taught by Reading Recovery Teachers (three to four classrooms in eachschool who were randomly selected for Reading Recovery service). The comparison group of 37children in the lowest 20% of regular classrooms was not selected for Reading Recovery but wastaught throughout the year by an alternative compensatory program. The alternate program involved
a series of skill-oriented and drill activities conducted in small groups and individually by a trained
paraprofessional. The alternate compensatory program was relatively new to the school district
(implemented within the last four years), and, like Reading Recovery, was restricted to first gradechildren and viewed positively by teachers in the system. All children continued to participate in theirclassroom reading activities.

Dependent measure. At the end of the school year, each child was tested on the 6 assessments
included in Clay's Diagnostic Survey (Clay, 1979, 1986) and three additional measures. They aredescribed below.

1. Letter Identification: Children were asked to identify 54 different characters, including
upper and lower case letters and conventional print for "a" and "g."

2. Basal Word Test: Children were asked to read down a list of words drawn from the
most frequent words in the basal reading system pre-primers used by the district. Three
lists were constructed, the first was used in September, the second for program entry or
release during the year, and the third in May.

3. Concepts About Print: Children were asked to perform a variety of tasks during a book
reading. The tasks presented a standard situation to check on significant concepts
about printed language; for example, the concepts of word and letter, the use of space,
or awareness of left to right directionality. Two versions of the test were used.

4. Writing Vocabulary: Children were asked to write down all the words they knew how to
write in 10 minutes, starting with their own names and including basic vocabulary and
other words.

5. Dictation: Children were read a sentence and asked to write the words. In scoring,
children were given credit for every sound represented correctly, thus indicating the
child's ability to analyze the word for sounds. Different versions of the test were used.

6. Tea Reading Level. Individually, children were asked to read stories while the tester
used a special technique to record reading behavior and also calculated an accuracy
level. Children continued reading more difficult texts until they reached a level below
90% accuracy. The reading score was the highest level read with above 90% accuracy.
Text reading level was based on the difficulty of certain tasks and basal reader texts.
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IThe first five levels used easy books and listening tasks. For Level Two, for example,
the teacher read Where's Spot? (1980) to the child and on one page asked the child to
point to the pattern of words that had been read on several previous pages. A child
unable to respond to print in this very simple way was designated as "Level Ore" and achild able to point to the words and read them was designated as having passed "Level
Two." There were 26 levels in all, the highest level indicating approximately a sixthgrade reading level.

7. Writing Assessment. At the end of the year, all groups of children were asked to write a
story in response to a standardized prompt. No help was given on the assignment.Children were given 20 minutes to complete the task. Stories were collected and scored
by "blind" scorers at the Ohio State University vho had no knowledge of the children
or the project. A holistic scoring procedure was used; writing samples were scored from
one (low) to six (high).

8. Subtest 1, Reading Vocabulary, ofthe California Test of Basic Skills (1982), Forms Uand V, a standardized test, was administered by the School district as part of their N.ongoing evaluation of compensatory programs.

9. Subtest 2, Reading Comprehension, of the CI:BS, was also administered by the district
evaluation department. Standardized tests were given only at the end of the schoolyear.

Procedures. The first six measures were individually administered in the fall by Reading Recoveryteachers in their own schools. For the spring testing, teachers went to schools other than their own,where they were given guidelines and a list of children to test on those measures and the writingassessment. The children on each tester's list were not identified by group, whether ReadingRecovery, comparison, or random sampling of first graders. Testers were asked not to discuss thechildren's status with other te..ichers in the building. For the writing assignment, children were testedin groups of 10 to 15. On standardized measures, children were assessed along with their regular
groups by representatives of the school district evaluation department.

The Reading Recovery teacher served children from all first grade classrooms in the school. Reading
Recovery children in the two kinds of classrooms were considered separately because it was thoughtthat having a classroom teacher who was knowledgeable about Reading Recovery created a situationwhich was different from the rest of the classrooms in the school. Of course, Reading Recovery
teaching procedures were not used in the classroom setting.

Results. Teachers and researchers on the project evaluated the group of Reading Recovery children(96 children in Reading Recovery Program classrooms and 37 children in regular classrooms) whohad received 60 daily lessons or who had been discontinued (successfully released from the program).Of that group, 104 (73%) were discontinued by the end of the school year having received an averageof 67.5 lessons. The entire group of Reading Recovery children received an average of 76.3 lessons,the equivalent of 15.5 weeks of instruction.

When Reading Recovery teachers "discontinued" a child, they had assessed that child and predictedthat he or she was achieving at an average level for the population and had the range of strategies
essential for continuing to make progress without extra help. Decisions concerning whether or notchildren could be discontinued were made by examining a variety of data for each child: (a) level oftext read at 90% accuracy or better; (b) scores on all assessments; (c) reading behavior and analysisas shown in the running record; (d) comments on teachers' lesson plans. There was no precise textlevel that a child had to read to be considered discontinued. Children who could read Primer andFirst Grade Book 1 levels and above were evaluated on the basis of the three factors listed.
Comments from classroom teachers wcie also considered in the evaluation.
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D `scriptive data used for analysis in addressing research questions are presented in Table 1. Meansand standard deviations are shown for three groups: (a) Reading Recovery Program Classroomchildren, (b) Reading Recovery Regular Classroom Children; and (c) Comparison Program Children'Loin Regular Classrooms who were served by an alternative program. All three groups were in thelowest 20% achievement group of first graders in the 12 project schools.

[Insert Table 1 about here.]

For Research Question 2, the total population of comparison children was used. Means andstandard deviations for the full population of comparison children are shown in Table 2.

[Insert Table 2 about here.]

Because subjects, dependent measures, de ,gn and analysis vary for research questions, those factorsare described separately, along with results, for each question.

Question 1: Do Reading Recovery Children from Program Classrooms PerformDifferently from Reading Recovery Children from Regular Classsrooms?
To address Question 1, the overall performance of Rending Recovery children from programdassroo ,s was compared with the overall performance of Reading Recovery children from regularclassrooms. For the analysis a Hotelling's T` for a single sample was used. Reading Recoverychildren from program classrooms served as a population, and the performance of these children onthe dependent variables were used as population parameters and compared with sample estimates ofperformance of Reading Recovery children in regular classrooms. Results from the analysis revealedthat the performance was approximately the .ame for both Reading Recovery children in programclassrooms and Reading Recovery children from regular classrooms (see Table 3).

[Insert Table 3 about here.]

This result indicates that the Reading Recovery program is not more effective for children inclassrooms with a trained Reading Recovery teacher. These results suggest that the program issuccessful in helping children develop independent reading systems whether or not the classroomteacher has had special training.

Question 2: Is the Performance of Reading Recovery Children in RegularClassrooms Superior to the Performance of Comparison Children?
Children in the academicaky lowest 20% of first grade students enrolled in each first grade classroomwere assigned randomly either to the Reading Recovery program or to the alternative compensatory
program. At the conclusion of the school year, both groups of students were assessed on thedependent measures. Responses to these measures were analyzed by a Hotelling T-square. Resultsof this analysis suggested that substantial differences did, in fact, exist between the two groups.Univariate t-tests to provide partial insight with respect to differences between the two groups oneach dependent variable revealed that Reading Recovery children from regular classroomsperformed better than the comparison children from regular classrooms on seven of the ninedependent measures (see Table 4). Reading Recovery children excelled on the basal Word Test,Concepts About Print, Writing Vocabulary, Dictation, Text Reading, Writing Sample and CMSReading Vocabulary. Both Reading Recovery children and comparison children exhibited similarperformance on Letter Identification and cras Reading Comprehension scores.

[Inser.. Table 4 about here.]
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Question 3. Is the Performance of Reading Recovery Children in ProgramClassrooms Superior to the Performance of Comparison Children?
To address the above question, Hotel ling's multivariate single sample test was employed. Sample
values obtained for the comparison children on the performance measures listed above werecompared to parameter values assessed for the population of Reading Recovery children attendingprogram classrooms. Results from this analysis indicated that the performance of comparison
children was less than the overall performance of the Reading Recovery children attending programclassrooms. The single sample t-test revealed that comparison children performed at lower levelsthan Reading Recovery children on the Word Test, Concepts About Print, Writing Vocabulary,Dictation, Text Reading, Writing Sample, CTBS Reading Vocabulary and CTBS Reading
Comprehension (see Table 5).

[Insert Table 5 about here.]

Discussion. Results of this research indicate that the Reading Recovery program had positiveoutcomes for children whose classroom teacher had received training in Reading Recovery and forchildren in regular classrooms. After an average of 67.5 lessons, over 70% of the children werereleased from the program and considered to no longer need remediation services. All ReadingRecovery children made progress during the year, even those who remained in the program at theend of the year or who had moved before they could make enough progress to be discontinued.Reading Recovery children scored significantly higher than an equivalent group of alternate
compensatory program children on Concepts About Print, Dictation Test, Word Test, WritingVocabulary, and Text Reading. On one measure (Letter Identification) there was no significantdifference; however, a ceiling effect was observed with dli children scoring near perfect performance.
Reading Recovery children achieved mean scores within an average band, defined as +.5 standarddeviation of the mean of a random sample of first graders, on all measures. Discontinued Reading
Recovery children scored average and above on all measures. Ofthe 136 children who had 60 lessonsor were discontinued, 73% were successfully released from the program.

These results indicate that the Reading Recovery program, which focuses on helping children developstrategies through related reading ano writing activities, is an effective program for children at risk offailure in first grade reading. The program, as implemented with a special teacher, can be used withsuccess whether or not the classroom teacher has had special training in Reading Recovery. Whetherteachers will continue to work with the same success after the training year has been completed is tobe determined by data collection during Year II, and whether the program has lasting results forchildren will be determined by a follow-up study of the children.

Summary and Conclusions

These investigations served to quantify results of a program which connects reading and writing andto uncover some basic processes which might be involved in the program. Children who were dailyengaged in holistic lessons which included reading real stories and writingand then reading messages,achieved accelerated progress as measured by a variety of tests. While we cannot conclude from thisresearch that making reading/writing connections were a necessary factor in that progress, ourobservations provided evidence that children who succeeded exhibited behaviors that indicatedsearching for those connections.

Reading Recovery children were deliberately engaged in activities which would lead toreading/writing connections. Sometimes teachers guided children to make links; often, children
spontaneously made their own links and teachers actively supported them. Reading Recoveryinvolves direct intervention to help children make connections and use information. Children areplaced into situations where they are most likely to notice connections between reading and writing.Such intense intervention is unnecessary for most children because they create their own connections
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by utilizing all literacy resources available at school and at home. It is possible, however, that all
children might benefit from increased opportunities to participate in a fuller range of literacy
activities in school settings.

The qualitative study serves as a beginning to unpack the complexities of the processes involved inchildren's learning to read. It appears that when given opportunity and encouragement, even verypoor readers can make their own connections between reading and writing. This study confirms thebelief that children use all literacy resources available to them as they attempt to construct meaningfrom and through written texts.

The study implies that teachers should consciously create settings which demand the use of bothreading and writing and foster children's ability in making connections between the two processes;that may be of greatest importance for those children who have difficulty making connectionsbetween what they already bow and the new material or processes to be learned. Helping children
connect reading and writing is a promising area for research and for application. As in the Reading
Recovery program, we recommend that teachers and researchers collaborate in creating settings forthe collection of data and that such settings include the full range of complex social factors involved
when children encounter text. In such settings, the goals of research and practice can jointly beserved.
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Footnote

iTlus' research was undertaken as part of The Ohio Reading Recovery project and was
collaboratively accomplished with colleagues from The Ohio State University: Diane E. De Ford,
Carol A. Lyons, and Phillip Young.
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Table 1

Children at Risk - 15

Frequencies, Means, Standard Deviations for Spring Scores, Reading Recovery andComparison Children

Reading Recovery
Program Classesa

Reading Recovery
Regular Classesb

Comparison
Programb

Measure n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD

Letter 96 51.79 3.83 37 52.27 1.41 37 51.19 3.17Ident.

Word 96 13.59 1.85 37 13.68 1.63 37 12.51 2.87Test

Concepts 96 16.62 2.77 37 15.81 2.91 37 14.30 3.08About
Print

Writing 96 35.38 12.56 37 32.86 13.49 37 26.05 14.32Vocabulary

Dictation 96 31.43 5.80 37 30.62 6.13 37 2438 6.92

Text 96 9.95 2.92 37 9.97 3.69 37 7.19 2.91Reading

Writing 94 2.96 1.25 37 2.89 .94 37 239 1.12Sample

C. i .13S-NCE 96 38.16 1531 36 36.64 11.93 35 26.11 16.86Reading
Vocab.

CTPS-NCE 96 38.84 1531 36 36.67 19.27 34 28.88 14.53Reading
Comprehen.

aConsidered a population mean.
bRandom sample of children
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Table 2

Children at Risk - 16

Means and Standard Deviations for Full Group of Comparison Children on NineMeasures'

Measure N Mean SD

Letter Identification 51 49.61 8.33

Word Test 51 11.98 3.92

Concepts About Print 51 13.98 331
Writing Vocabulary 51 25.37 14.33

Dictation 51 23.80 7.99

Text Reading 51 6.96 3.07

Writing Sample 46 233 1.10

CTBS--NCE Score 45 28.07 17.00Reading Vocabulary

CTBS - -NCE Score 46 27.33 13.94Reading Comprehension

aUsed in analysis for Research Question 2.

18



Pinneil

Table 3

Children at Risk 17

Analysis of Scores of Reading Recovery Children in Program Classrooms Comparedwith Reading Recovery Children in Regular Classrooms

Hotelling's T2 = 1935

*
F9, 27 '= 1 68 p = .142

*
Not significant, differences on single variables not reported.
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Table 4

Children at Risk -18

Analysis of Scores for Reading Revery Children in Regular Classrooms andComparison Children in Regular Classrooms

Hotel ling's T2 = 23.63

F9'
61 = 232, p = .025

Differences in single variables:

Measure
df to

Letter Identification
'72 1.90

Word Test
72 2.14*

Concepts About Print
'72 2.17*

Writing Vocabulary
72 2.11*

Dictation
72 4.11*

Text Reading
72 3.60*

Writing Sample
68 2.03*

CTBS - -NCE Reading Vocabulary
69 3.04*

CTBS--NCE Reading Comprehension 68 1.90

a"rositive value of t-statistic implies RR mean exceeds comparison mean
I
p <.05

20
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Table 5

Analysis of Scores ofReading Recovery Children in Program Classrooms vs.Comparison Children in Regular Classrooms

Hotel ling's T2 = 8237

F9' 38 = 7.58, p = .0000

Differences on single variables:

Measure

Population

Mean N

Sample

Mean SD df to

Letter Identification 51.79 51 49.61 8.33 50 -1.87

Word Test 13.59 51 11.98 3.92 50 -2.94*

Concepts about
Print 16.63 51 13.98 3.31 50 -5.70*

Writing Vocabulary 35.38 51 25.37 14.33 50 -4.98*

Dictation 31.43 51 23.80 7.99 50 -6.81*

Text Reading 9.95 51 6.96 3.07 50 -696*
Writing Sample 2.96 46 (b) 2.33 1.10 45 -3.90*

CTBS--NCE
Reading Vocabulary 38.16 45 (b) 28.07 17.00 44 -3.98*

CTBS--NCE
Reading Comprehension 38.84 46 (b) 27.33 13.94 45 -5.60*

aNegative T value indicates that population mean (Reading Recovery Children in programclassrooms) is greater than sample mean (Comparison children)
b
Number changed because group measures were administered on a day when some children wereabsent.

*
p _1.05
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Figure Captions

Figure 1. Debbie: Boohoo

Figure 2. Kerry: Ann vn get the cat

Figure 3. Kerry: Ann can go get the pumpkin

Figure 4. Kerry: Sara cars act get the dragon

Figure 5. Kerry: Optimus Prime

Figure 6. Kerry: A little pig

Figure 7. Janelle: I am frightened

Figure 8. Henry: Beginning writing

Figure 9. Henry: Progression of writing

22



04- p0 abli 
+9 

g, 
uo3 oU V 

z wall 

940o 47 ()iv) 1 0 ot cio. 



Figure 3

get Th
ccion or

pumpkin°

Figure 4

0

Sciriq
Gc4n3°

3c.±.The
(yr%

24



g:f 
ruNd l 4 4 q D 

pg N \ \ 3irc) (-1 
-4- 1; 

. op ek..10 

9 arau 



Figure 7

I cm frightened
of +he 9 host.

Q

Figure 8

M itii
kelit j< i h h r r bet.mi \A/o

g() Keil BI__pr)-PSI

(-14)X1rY T r7iNtS4. e 0 fr TG4 443-"ii`i°'10PO4-

26



I Love
° P101

i

the
-11-

,
1 n I itSnow eve.fr,i,4

I Lo ve
S nO V1/

to
pump I

,

n T`

P icKe4 ttp a snow-,41

1 !,--)cidei ct b it one -1-- got

io I fr and ici\\e\"
I P kish e,e1 (-I-

The 5now is Q lot cold le Snowic, mode of vvq-ter,

rPhe SipOW 15 1 16t anj -tile
511°W Cli VVtly5 4C1 1 IS do )0di the vvay ito town.


